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1  If you would like to see any additional graphs or data that are not presented in this report, 
please contact the research team. Part of the funding for this project was provided by NIFA.
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INTRODUCTION
Research on the achievement gap has been well-documented in the literature, especially between White 
students and their African American, Asian American, Latino, and Native American peers (Maruyama, 2003; 
Olmedo, 2003). Hmong students are not immune to this disparity. Thus, in response to this gap, educators of 
Hmong-descent have opened several charter schools where there is a high concentration of Hmong and other 
ethnic minority populations, especially in Minnesota (Institute on Metropolitan Opportunity, 2017; MDE, n.d.).  
Charter schools were founded as a way to depart from traditional public schools by creating teaching and 
learning spaces for a wider range of teaching and learning pedagogies, service to a specific population, or 
control over the curriculum (Nelson et al., 2000). Although the research on charter schools and on students’ 
experiences and performances in charter schools compared to public schools has been done in the literature 
(Bettinger, 2005; Imberman, 2011), there is a lack of research with Hmong and other ethnic minority students 
who attend in the earliest grades in racially segregated charter schools. 

The extant literature suggests that Hmong and other ethnic minority students are at a higher risk to a plethora 
of problems, partly due to poverty, language barriers, acculturation gaps, and the quality of inner-city schools 
(Institute on Metropolitan Opportunity, 2017; Lee, 2005; Ngo & Lee, 2007). Despite these challenges, 
research also shows that immigrant and ethnic minority communities possess tremendous social capital  
(Crozier & Davies, 2006; Portes, 1998; Zhou & Bankston, 1998). Social capital (i.e., the social connections  
that afford opportunities) is a resource, and it is magnified when families live in close proximity to each other 
(Portes & Rumbaut, 2001) and feel connected in school (Ngo, 2008). Therefore, based on Coleman’s  
(1988, 1990) work, social capital theory proposes that people gain access to opportunities through social 
connections and membership in social networks. Given the thick networks of the Hmong family system  
(Xiong, Deenanath, & Mao, 2013) and ethnic minority community (Nee, Sanders, & Sernau, 1994), our 
objectives of this longitudinal study are: 

Objective 1. To identify specific sources or a combination of sources of social capital that are more  
likely to influence children’s achievement overtime. 

Objective 2. To examine which sources of social capital change as children grow older and when and  
how these changes affect children’s education and psychosocial development longitudinally. 
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METHOD
Participants
In Year 1, 523 students completed the survey with 234 completing it in Year 2. Participants for the current 
report included 218 students who took the survey in both Year 1 and Year 22. Using Year 2 responses, with an 
average age around 11 years old, 39% of participants were in 6th grade, 38% in 5th, and 24% in 4th (Table 1). 
Overall, 57% of participants identify as a girl and 86% as Hmong, with 94% reporting that they were born in 
the United States (U.S.). The majority of students are middle children (55%) as compared to First-born (24%) 
or Last-born (21%), and for students with siblings 80% report that their sibling(s) attend the same school as 
them. These trends are fairly consistent across schools, although School A has a higher proportion of students 
born outside of the U.S. (16%, compared to 3% at the other schools) and School B has a higher proportion of 
Hmong students with 94%, compared to 81% and 76% for Schools A and C, respectively.

Table 1. Year 2 Student Characteristic Summary (n = 218)

Note. All values are percentages (%) except for Age

2  Note that we lost two partnering schools after the first year due to unspecified reason.  
3  The actual names of the three partnering schools are masked due to confidentiality. 
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Table 1. Year 2 Student Characteristic Summary (n = 218) 

 School3  
 A B C Overall 
Age 10.9 10.6 11 10.8 
Grade     
     4th  17 32 16 24 
     5th 44 39 31 38 
     6th  40 28 53 39 
Gender     
     Boy 46 40 46 43 
     Girl 54 60 54 57 
Ethnicity     
     Non-Hmong 19 6 22 14 
     Hmong 81 94 78 86 
Place of Birth     
     Outside US 16 3 3 6 
     In US 84 97 97 94 
Birth Order     
     First-born child 20 25 24 24 
     Middle child 56 61 45 55 
     Last-born child 24 14 30 21 
Siblings in same school     
     No 23 16 24 20 
     Yes 77 84 76 80 
Note. All values are percentages (%) except for Age 

	  

																																																								

3	The actual names of the three partnering schools are masked due to confidentiality.  
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Data analysis
Objective 1. Identify sources of social capital associated with children’s achievement. 
 
Structural equation modeling (SEM) is a statistical technique driven by substantive theory in order to demon-
strate that a certain interrelationship among variables is possible by evaluating multiple regression equations4 
simultaneously (Maruyama, 1998; Nachtigall, Kroehne, Funke, & Steyer, 2003). We specifically evaluated the 
interrelationship between nuclear family, extended family, and school social capital with students’ perceived  
academic competence while controlling for English fluency and literacy as well as student demographics. 

An SEM analysis comprises broadly of two steps. First, it estimates the measurement model, which evaluates  
how well the survey questions measure social capital (i.e., nuclear, extended, and school social capital), perceived 
academic competence, and fluency and literacy variables (see Figure 1 for illustration). For example, we hypothe-
sized that the more social capital students possessed from multiple sources the more confident they will feel about 
their academic abilities (a direct path). In additionally, we also hypothesized that students who think they have 
a good command of the English language will be more likely to feel confident about their academic abilities (an 
indirect path). To test the hypotheses, SEM estimates the structural model, which investigates the hypothesized 
associations between the variables. The analysis was completed twice; first using only data from students who  
answered all relevant questions (listwise deletion [LD] method) and a second time with all students and the miss-
ing data (or questions students left unanswered) replaced with imputed values (multiple imputation [MI] method). 

Figure 1. Initial measurement model.
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Figure 1. Initial measurement model. 

 

 

Objective 2. Examine change in social capital as well as education and psychological 

development over from Year 1 to Year 2. 

A paired sample t-test and a hierarchical linear regression model (HLM) were employed 

to examine changes from Year 1 to Year 2. An important assumption in most statistical analyses 

is the assumption that observations are independent of one and another (Peugh, 2010; 

Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). However, in a longitudinal study such as this where the same 

students take the same survey multiple times, the observations are no longer independent. 

4  Regression analysis is a statistical procedure uses to estimate 
the relationships among variables. For example, the relationship 
between parental involvement, parenting practices, and 
children’s academic performance.
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Objective 2. Examine change in social capital as well as education and psychological development over from 
Year 1 to Year 2.

A paired sample t-test and a hierarchical linear regression model (HLM) were employed to examine changes 
from Year 1 to Year 2. An important assumption in most statistical analyses is the assumption that observations 
are independent of one and another (Peugh, 2010; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). However, in a longitudinal 
study such as this where the same students take the same survey multiple times, the observations are no 
longer independent. Instead, they are dependent on, or nested within, student. This violates the independence 
assumption of ordinary least square regression. Therefore, both the paired sample t-test and HLM account for 
the dependency of multiple observations coming from the same student. The two methods, however, differ 
on the complexity and depth of information they provide. The paired t-test is a simple comparison of the 
mean student response (or student’s mean score on a particular measure) in Year 1 to their response in Year 
2. This provides a quick look into whether all students, on average, changed during the course of the year on 
a particular measure (i.e., comparing academic competence score for all students in year 1 versus year 2). In 
contrast, HLM allows us to examine not only the overall change from Year 1 to Year 2, but whether there are 
differences between groups of students (i.e., academic competence score between boys and girls) and if changes 
only occurred for certain students (i.e., Hmong vs. non-Hmong students or school A vs. school B). While HLM 
provides greater depth of information, it is a far more complex method than the t-test.

RESULTS
Objective 1
As shown in Figure 2, nuclear family5 (MI: B = 0.04, p = .52; LD: B = 0.05, p = .48) and extended family6  
(MI: B = 0.07, p = .29; LD: B = 0.06, p = .43) social capital were not associated with students’ perceived 
academic competence, while school social capital7 (MI: B = 0.38, p < .01; LD: B = 0.46, p < .01) was significantly 
associated with students’ perceived academic competence. In other words, when it comes to how students view 
their own math and reading abilities (or their academic competence), what happens at school (as measured by 
school attachment, school connection, and having at least a friend in school) seems to matter more compared 
to what happens at home or with extended family members. We think this may be due to a variety of reasons. 
First, we speculate that students in this study might have benefited by being in these racially segregated charter 
schools with large populations of Hmong students and other ethnic minority student populations. In additionally, 
school administrators in these schools, all of whom are Hmong descents, are more likely to possess knowledge of 
the cultural context and family dynamics of diverse populations, especially Hmong, and, therefore, they might 
have created school climates, curriculum, and school-based activities that incorporate varied cultural values. 
Lastly, some families in our sample may not have the educational background needed to support necessary 
educational requirements, and children may have to rely on others to fill that gap (Xiong & Obiakor 2013).  
As such, these racially segregated schools might have filled this void for these students.

5  Nuclear family social capital is measured by the following indicators: parent communication of the importance of education, live with 
two parents, number of siblings, parent availability, parent-child relationships, positive parenting, and parental involvement at home. 
6  Extended family social capital is measured using the following indicators: parent contact with aunts or uncles, closeness to aunts or 
uncles, extended family support, and extended family communication about the importance of education.
7  School social capital is measured based on school attachment, school connection, number of friends and the presence of a best friend.
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Figure 2. Association of sources of social capital (SC) with perceived academic competence from pooled multiple imputed (MI) data and 
original listwise deleted (LD) data (in parentheses). EL = English learner. *p < .05.

Objective 2

Nuclear Family Social Capital8

Measures

Parental involvement at home. Five items adapted from Walker, Wilkens, Dallaire, Sandler, and Hoover-Dempsey’s 
(2005) original measure were used to assess home-based activities from the child’s perspective. Items included: 
“How often do your parents talk with you about the school day?”; “How often do your parents watch you do your 
homework?”; “How often do your parents help you with your homework?”; “How often do your parents practice 
spelling, math, or other skills with you?” and “How often do your parents read with you?” Four ordinal response 
options ranged from 1 = Never to 4 = Every day. 

Parent availability. Four items, two for mom and two for dad, adapted from the first author’s earlier work (Xiong, 
Lee, & Thao, 2010), inquired about parents’ availability to spend time with their child. One item asked “How often 
is your mom [dad] too busy to do things with you?” with five ordinal response options ranging from 1 = Never to 
5 = Always. Another item asked “How often does your mom [dad] go out with other people without you and your 
siblings?” using a 7-point ordinal scale from 1 = Never to 7 = Every day. Items were reversed coded so higher scale 
scores indicate greater parent availability.

8  Social capital in the nuclear family involves relationships and interactions between the child and other individuals in the family 
such as parents and siblings (Coleman, 1988). Research has shown that children who are doing well in school and feel better about 
their academic abilities tend to come from families with two parents, have fewer siblings, and can relate better with their parents 
(Coleman, 1988; Portes & Rumbaut, 2001). These children are also more likely to live with parents who have high expectations for and 
communicate regularly to them about the importance of education (Benner, Boyle, & Sadler, 2016).
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8	Social capital in the nuclear family involves relationships and interactions between the child and other individuals 
in the family such as parents and siblings (Coleman, 1988). Research has shown that children who are doing well in 
school and feel better about their academic abilities tend to come from families with two parents, have fewer 
siblings, and can relate better with their parents (Coleman, 1988; Portes & Rumbaut, 2001). These children are also 
more likely to live with parents who have high expectations for and communicate regularly to them about the 
importance of education (Benner, Boyle, & Sadler, 2016).	
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Positive parenting. Four items from Simons and colleague’s (1992) Supportive Parenting Scale were adapted to 
ask children how often their mom and dad display certain positive parenting behavior (8 items total). The items 
included, “How often does your mom [dad] tell you the reason why they want you to do certain things?” and 
“How often does your mom [dad] ask you what you think before they tell you to do?” Seven ordinal response 
options ranged from 1 = Never to 7 = Always. Higher scale scores indicate greater positive parenting.

The paired t-tests displayed in Table 2 indicate that students, on average, reported significantly lower Parent 
Involvement at Home (t (210) = 5.26, p < .01) and Positive Parenting (t (171) = 2.85, p < .01) in Year 2 than in 
Year 1, but higher Parent Availability (t (175) = -2.43, p = .02). That is, as students grew older parents spent 
less time involving with their school-related work at home and, at the same time, parents became less positive 
towards them. The HLM results indicate that the Parent Involvement at Home is higher for intact families (or 
two parents living at home) than single-parent families (Table 3). As displayed in Figure 3, boys reported lower 
Parent Involvement at Home and lower Parent Availability than girls. There are no differences between groups of 
students on Positive Parenting. The variables included in the HLM (e.g., Age, Gender, and Place of Birth) explain 
57.9% (R2) of the variation in Parent Involvement at Home, 41.6% of the variation in Positive Parenting, and 15.4% 
of the variation in Parents’ Availability. In other words, the variables included in the HLM are, collectively, more 
closely associated with and more predictive of Parental Involvement at Home and Positive Parenting than they are 
of Parents’ Availability.

Table 2. T-Tests for Year 1 and Year 2 Mean Values on Parenting-related Scales
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Table 2. T-Tests for Year 1 and Year 2 Mean Values on Parenting-related Scales 

  Mean     

Scale 
Min-
Max Year 1 Year 2 Difference 95% CI t df p 

Involvement at Home 1 - 4 2.28 2.05 0.24 [0.15, 0.32] 5.26 210 0.00 
Parent Availability 1 – 6 3.70 3.96 -0.25 [-0.46, -0.05] -2.43 175 0.02 
Positive Parenting 1 - 7 4.90 4.64 0.26 [0.08, 0.44] 2.85 171 0.00 
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Table 3. HLM Estimates [and 95% CI] Predicting Parenting Scale Scores

Figure 3. Parent involvement at home (A) and parents’ availability (B) scale score in 2017 and 2018 for boys and girls.
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Table 3. HLM Estimates [and 95% CI] Predicting Parenting Scale Scores 

 Involvement at Home Parent Availability Positive Parenting 
n (students) 428 (217) 387 (211) 382 (210) 
Intraclass. Correlation 0.53 0.13 0.37 
Fixed Effects    
     Intercept 3.27 [2.00, 4.55]* 2.86 [0.92, 4.79]* 6.81 [4.62, 8.99]* 
     Year 2 -0.07 [-0.27, 0.13] 0.18 [-0.15, 0.52] -0.04 [-0.39, 0.31] 
     Hmong -0.18 [-0.43, 0.08] -0.16 [-0.51, 0.19] -0.16 [-0.58, 0.26] 
     US Born 0.32 [-0.05, 0.69] -0.09 [-0.60, 0.41] -0.18 [-0.78, 0.41] 
     Boy -0.19 [-0.36, -0.02]* -0.39 [-0.62, -0.17]* -0.10 [-0.37, 0.17] 
     Intact Family 0.20 [0.01, 0.40]* 0.23 [-0.09, 0.55] 0.04 [-0.32, 0.39] 
     Fifth Grade 0.05 [-0.22, 0.32] 0.28 [-0.10, 0.66] -0.01 [-0.45, 0.42] 
     Sixth Grade 0.15 [-0.23, 0.52] 0.33 [-0.21, 0.88] 0.51 [-0.11, 1.13] 
     School B -0.07 [-0.29, 0.16] 0.08 [-0.21, 0.37] 0.24 [-0.11, 0.59] 
     School C -0.11 [-0.35, 0.12] -0.04 [-0.35, 0.27] -0.01 [-0.39, 0.36] 
     Age -0.13 [-0.27, 0.01] 0.08 [-0.14, 0.31] -0.20 [-0.45, 0.05] 
Random Effects    
    Intercept, τ00 0.246 0.079 0.444 
    Residual, σ2 0.213 0.936 0.725 
Model Fit    
     AIC 798 1075 1087 
     R2 57.9% 15.4% 41.6% 
*p < .05 
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Figure 3. Parent involvement at home (A) and parents’ availability (B) scale score in 2017 and 
2018 for boys and girls 
 

Single Item Measures 

 Parent communication of the importance of education. One item adapted from Portes 

and Rumbaut (2001) asked, “How often do your parents talk about the importance of education 

to you?” Figure 4 displays the percent of students in each response category for the item. For 

both Hmong and Non-Hmong students, at least 25% of students reported that their parents talk to 

them about the importance of education every day. For Hmong students, fewer students 

responded Never in 2018 (8%) than in 2017 (16%), suggesting that more parents are 

communicating to their children about the importance of education in 2018 than in 2017. 
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Single Item Measures

Parent communication of the importance of education. One item adapted from Portes and Rumbaut (2001) 
asked, “How often do your parents talk about the importance of education to you?” Figure 4 displays the 
percent of students in each response category for the item. For both Hmong and Non-Hmong students, at 
least 25% of students reported that their parents talk to them about the importance of education every day. 
For Hmong students, fewer students responded Never in 2018 (8%) than in 2017 (16%), suggesting that more 
parents are communicating to their children about the importance of education in 2018 than in 2017.

Figure 4. Frequency of parents communicating the importance of education for Hmong and Non-Hmong students.

Temperament. One item from Schachter & Stone (1985) asked: “Children are sometimes described as 
particularly “easy” or “difficult” for parents to handle. Would you say you are…” with 4 ordinal response from 
1 = Very easy to handle to 4 = Very difficult to handle. Figure 5 shows that in both years at least 84% of Hmong 
students responded that they are “very easy or fairly easy to handle” with student responses being similar across 
years. Non-Hmong students more often report being “difficult to handle” with only 69% – 76% self-reporting  
as “very easy or fairly easy to handle” across years.

Figure 5. Self-reported temperament of Hmong and Non-Hmong students.
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Figure 5. Self-reported temperament of Hmong and Non-Hmong students 

 Parent-child conflict. One item from Simons, Beaman, Conger, & Chao (1993) asked 

“My mom [dad] and I usually argue because of our different ways of doing things.” Figure 6 

shows that 50% -57% of Hmong students say that is “never true at all or not very true” of their 

mom across years with a slightly higher percentage of 54% – 66% for dad. A similar trend is 

seen with Non-Hmong students. Therefore, students reported that they tend to argue about 

different ways of doing things with their dad more than with their mom. 
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Parent-child conflict. One item from Simons, Beaman, Conger, & Chao (1993) asked “My mom [dad] and I 
usually argue because of our different ways of doing things.” Figure 6 shows that 50% -57% of Hmong students 
say that is “never true at all or not very true” of their mom across years with a slightly higher percentage of 54% 
– 66% for dad. A similar trend is seen with Non-Hmong students. Therefore, students reported that they tend 
to argue about different ways of doing things with their dad more than with their mom.

Figure 6.  Arguing with Mom (A) or Dad (B) about different ways of doing things.

Extended Family Social Capital9

Scale Measure

Extended family support. Modified and expanded from Offer and Schnieder’s (2007) 4-item extra-familial  
social support measure, six items addressed the level of support the child’s family receives from aunts and uncles. 
Items included, “If your parents need to work late, can they easily find one of your uncles or aunts to watch 
you or your siblings?” and “If your parents have an emergency and need money, will one of your uncles or aunts 
help?” The range of a score was from 1 = Never Supported to a score of 5 = Always Supported. Overall, students 
reported a mean Extended Family Support score of 3.13 in Year 1 and 3.26 in Year 2, with the paired t-test 
indicating the difference is non-significant (t (200) = -1.56, p = .12). The conclusions that students Extended 
Family Support scores, as a whole, did not change across years is also backed by the HLM results with the Year 
2 estimate of 0.32 being non-significant. However, the intraclass correlation is .45, meaning that 45% of the 
variation in Extended Family Support scores is year-to-year change within a student (i.e., the same student’s 
scores on the same item from year 1 to year 2) while 55% of the variation is due to differences between students 
(i.e., male students vs. female students). As the HLM results (Table 4) and Figure 7 shows, this is best explained 
by differences between the grades. Scores remained relatively stable for students who were in 6th grade in  
Year 2, but scores increased for the students in 5th grade and decreased for students in 4th grade. That is, 
students in 4th grade thought that the support they received from their extended family members was not as 
much compared to when they were in 3rd grade.

9  It is important to examine the role that extended families play in collectivist cultures in order to achieve a more accurate 
representation of resources and limitations, since extended families may provide critical influences in children’s educational aspirations 
and tangible resources (Crozier & Davies, 2006; Jaeger, 2012).
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9 It is important to examine the role that extended families play in collectivist cultures in order to achieve a more 
accurate representation of resources and limitations, since extended families may provide critical influences in 
children’s educational aspirations and tangible resources (Crozier & Davies, 2006; Jaeger, 2012). 
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Table 4. HLM Estimates [and 95% CI] Predicting Extended Family Support Scale Score

Figure 7. Extended family support mean scale score in 2017 and 2018 for students who were in grades 4, 5, and 6 in 2018.
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scores is year-to-year change within a student (i.e., the same student’s scores on the same item 

from year 1 to year 2) while 55% of the variation is due to differences between students (i.e., 
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Table 4. HLM Estimates [and 95% CI] Predicting Extended Family Support Scale Score 

 Extended Family Support 
n (students) 416 (215) 
Intraclass. Correlation 0.45 
Fixed Effects  
     Intercept 3.97 [1.90, 6.05]* 
     Year 2 0.32 [-0.01, 0.65] 
     Hmong 0.13 [-0.27, 0.54] 
     US Born -0.04 [-0.62, 0.54] 
     Boy -0.23 [-0.49, 0.03] 
     Intact Family 0.13 [-0.18, 0.45] 
     Fifth Grade 0.21 [-0.22, 0.64] 
     Sixth Grade 0.70 [0.10, 1.29]* 
     School B 0.01 [-0.34, 0.35] 
     School C -0.15 [-0.51, 0.22] 
     Age -0.13 [-0.37, 0.10] 
Random Effects  
    Intercept, τ00 0.481 
    Residual, σ2 0.657 
Model Fit  
     AIC 1163 
     R2 45.1% 
*p < .05 
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Figure 7. Extended family support mean scale score in 2017 and 2018 for students who were in 
grades 4, 5, and 6 in 2018. 
 

Single Item Measures 

Closeness to aunts or uncles. One item adapted from Taylor and colleagues (Taylor, 

Chatters, Woodward, & Brown, 2013) asked, “How much do you agree that you feel very close 

to at least one of your uncles or aunts?” Across both years, about 60% of Hmong students agreed 

that they feel very close to at least one aunt or uncle whereas only 43-50% of Non-Hmong 

students agreed that they feel very close. 
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Single Item Measures
Closeness to aunts or uncles. One item adapted from Taylor and colleagues (Taylor, Chatters, Woodward, & 
Brown, 2013) asked, “How much do you agree that you feel very close to at least one of your uncles or aunts?” 
Across both years, about 60% of Hmong students agreed that they feel very close to at least one aunt or uncle 
whereas only 43-50% of Non-Hmong students agreed that they feel very close.

Figure 8. Percent of Hmong and Non-Hmong students feeling very close with an aunt or uncle.

Educational importance. Figure 8 below shows how students responded to the item, “How often do your 
uncles or aunts talk about the importance of education to you?” For both Hmong and Non-Hmong students 
we see a large increase from 2017 to 2018 in the proportion of students who responded that their aunts and 
uncles “Never” talk about the importance of education. In Year 1, 7% of Hmong students said their uncles 
“Never” talked about the importance of education, but the proportion jumped to 25% in 2018. For aunts, the 
proportion rose from 6% in Year 1 to 20% in 2018 for Hmong students. Non-Hmong students had an even 
greater disparity going from 8% for both aunts and uncles in 2017 to 31% and 39%, respectively.

Figure 8. Frequency of Aunts (A) and Uncles (B) talking about the importance of education.
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Figure 8. Frequency of Aunts (A) and Uncles (B) talking about the importance of education 

School Social Capital10 

Scale Measures 

 School connection. Using the original scale from Brown and Evans (2002), the school 

connection measure contained four subscales of Belonging, Commitment, Power, and Belief, 

each with four items for a total of 16 items. All 16 items asked students how much they agreed or 

disagreed with a statement such as “I feel like I belong at this school” (Belonging); “I can reach 

my goals through this school” (Commitment); “I have many chances to make decisions at my 

school” (Power); and “The rules at my school are fair” (Belief). Four ordinal response options 

for each item ranged from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 4 = Strongly Agree. 

 School attachment. Six items were adapted from Hawkins, Guo, Hill, Battin-Pearson, 

and Abbott’s (2001) scale, including: “I like school”; “Most mornings I look forward to going to 

school”; and “I feel very close to my teacher.” Response options were 1=NO!, 2=no, 3=yes, and 

4=Yes!. 

																																																								

10	School-based social capital can be conceptualized as: (1) relationships between students and their peers, and (2) 
school attachment and school connection, including attachment to significant adults at school. As Butler-Barnes and 
colleagues noted, there is a need to consider feelings and attitudes, and not just performance outcomes when it 
comes to understanding social capital.	
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School Social Capital10

Scale Measures

School connection. Using the original scale from Brown and Evans (2002), the school connection measure 
contained four subscales of Belonging, Commitment, Power, and Belief, each with four items for a total of 16 
items. All 16 items asked students how much they agreed or disagreed with a statement such as “I feel like I 
belong at this school” (Belonging); “I can reach my goals through this school” (Commitment); “I have many 
chances to make decisions at my school” (Power); and “The rules at my school are fair” (Belief). Four ordinal 
response options for each item ranged from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 4 = Strongly Agree.

School attachment. Six items were adapted from Hawkins, Guo, Hill, Battin-Pearson, and Abbott’s (2001) 
scale, including: “I like school”; “Most mornings I look forward to going to school”; and “I feel very close to my 
teacher.” Response options were 1=NO!, 2=no, 3=yes, and 4=Yes!.

Table 5. T-Tests for Year 1 and Year 2 Mean Values on School-related Scales

Displayed in Table 5, the school social capital scales show contradictory trends with students, on average, 
reporting significantly higher School Connection in Year 2 (M=1.81) than in Year 1 (M=1.74) (t (184) = -2.41, p 
= .02), but significantly lower School Attachment in Year 2 (M=3.10) than in Year 1 (M=2.89) (t (203) = 5.62, 
p < .01). Both scales range from 1 to 4, with School Connection scores being on the lower end of the scale while 
School Attachment scores were on the higher end of the scale. Thus, the contradictory trends could be due 
to regression to the mean. The responses from Year 3 will better illuminate steady trends. The HLM results 
indicate that School Connection does not differ for certain groups of students whereas boys report significantly 
lower School Attachment than girls. Figure 9 better illustrates how there is no difference between boys and girls 
in School Connection, but there is a consistent difference across years on School Attachment.

10  School-based social capital can be conceptualized as: (1) relationships between students and their peers, and (2) school attachment 
and school connection, including attachment to significant adults at school. As Butler-Barnes and colleagues noted, there is a need 
to consider feelings and attitudes, and not just performance outcomes when it comes to understanding social capital.
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Table 5. T-Tests for Year 1 and Year 2 Mean Values on School-related Scales 

  Mean     

Scale 
Min-
Max Year 1 Year 2 Difference 95% CI t df p 

School Connection 1 – 4 1.74 1.81 -0.07 [-0.13, -0.01] -2.41 184 0.02 
School Attachment 1 – 4 3.10 2.89 0.21 [0.14, 0.29] 5.62 203 0.00 
 

Displayed in Table 5, the school social capital scales show contradictory trends with 

students, on average, reporting significantly higher School Connection in Year 2 (M=1.81) than 

in Year 1 (M=1.74) (t (184) = -2.41, p = .02), but significantly lower School Attachment in Year 

2 (M=3.10) than in Year 1 (M=2.89) (t (203) = 5.62, p < .01). Both scales range from 1 to 4, with 

School Connection scores being on the lower end of the scale while School Attachment scores 

were on the higher end of the scale. Thus, the contradictory trends could be due to regression to 

the mean. The responses from Year 3 will better illuminate steady trends. The HLM results 

indicate that School Connection does not differ for certain groups of students whereas boys 

report significantly lower School Attachment than girls. Figure 9 better illustrates how there is no 

difference between boys and girls in School Connection, but there is a consistent difference 

across years on School Attachment. 

Table 6. HLM Estimates [and 95% CI] Predicting School Scale Scores 

 School Connection School Attachment 
n (students) 401 (216) 421 (217) 
Intraclass. Correlation 0.44 0.35 
Fixed Effects   
     Intercept 1.55 [0.81, 2.29]* 3.14 [2.24, 4.05]* 
     Year 2 0.04 [-0.08, 0.16] -0.24 [-0.39, -0.09]* 
     Hmong -0.04 [-0.18, 0.10] -0.07 [-0.24, 0.10] 
     US Born 0.16 [-0.05, 0.37] -0.05 [-0.30, 0.19] 
     Boy 0.03 [-0.07, 0.12] -0.20 [-0.31, -0.09]* 
     Intact Family -0.06 [-0.17, 0.05] 0.03 [-0.10, 0.17] 
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Table 6. HLM Estimates [and 95% CI] Predicting School Scale Scores

Figure 10. School connection (A) and school attachment (B) scale scores for boys and girls in 2017 and 2018

21	
	

Table 5. T-Tests for Year 1 and Year 2 Mean Values on School-related Scales 

  Mean     

Scale 
Min-
Max Year 1 Year 2 Difference 95% CI t df p 

School Connection 1 – 4 1.74 1.81 -0.07 [-0.13, -0.01] -2.41 184 0.02 
School Attachment 1 – 4 3.10 2.89 0.21 [0.14, 0.29] 5.62 203 0.00 
 

Displayed in Table 5, the school social capital scales show contradictory trends with 

students, on average, reporting significantly higher School Connection in Year 2 (M=1.81) than 

in Year 1 (M=1.74) (t (184) = -2.41, p = .02), but significantly lower School Attachment in Year 

2 (M=3.10) than in Year 1 (M=2.89) (t (203) = 5.62, p < .01). Both scales range from 1 to 4, with 

School Connection scores being on the lower end of the scale while School Attachment scores 

were on the higher end of the scale. Thus, the contradictory trends could be due to regression to 

the mean. The responses from Year 3 will better illuminate steady trends. The HLM results 

indicate that School Connection does not differ for certain groups of students whereas boys 

report significantly lower School Attachment than girls. Figure 9 better illustrates how there is no 

difference between boys and girls in School Connection, but there is a consistent difference 

across years on School Attachment. 

Table 6. HLM Estimates [and 95% CI] Predicting School Scale Scores 

 School Connection School Attachment 
n (students) 401 (216) 421 (217) 
Intraclass. Correlation 0.44 0.35 
Fixed Effects   
     Intercept 1.55 [0.81, 2.29]* 3.14 [2.24, 4.05]* 
     Year 2 0.04 [-0.08, 0.16] -0.24 [-0.39, -0.09]* 
     Hmong -0.04 [-0.18, 0.10] -0.07 [-0.24, 0.10] 
     US Born 0.16 [-0.05, 0.37] -0.05 [-0.30, 0.19] 
     Boy 0.03 [-0.07, 0.12] -0.20 [-0.31, -0.09]* 
     Intact Family -0.06 [-0.17, 0.05] 0.03 [-0.10, 0.17] 

22	
	

     Fifth Grade -0.00 [-0.16, 0.15] -0.04 [-0.22, 0.14] 
     Sixth Grade -0.01 [-0.22, 0.20] -0.24 [-0.50, 0.02] 
     School B -0.01 [-0.14, 0.11] -0.04 [-0.18, 0.11] 
     School C -0.02 [-0.15, 0.11] -0.15 [-0.30, 0.01] 
     Age 0.01 [-0.07, 0.10] 0.03 [-0.07, 0.13] 
Random Effects   
    Intercept, τ00 0.066 0.076 
    Residual, σ2 0.075 0.142 
Model Fit   
     AIC 318 528 
     Marginal R2 2% 14.1% 
     Conditional R2 47.7% 44% 
*p < .05 

 

 

Figure 10. School connection (A) and school attachment (B) scale scores for boys and girls in 

2017 and 2018 

Single Item Measures 

 Teacher-Student relationship. One item asked students whether they “feel very close to 

[their] teacher” while another item asks students whether they agree or disagree with the 

statement “I am comfortable talking to teachers at this school.” Figure 10 shows that 66-86% of 

Hmong students feel very close to their teacher with 82-87% reporting that they feel comfortable 

talking to teachers. The percentages are similar for Non-Hmong students. The percentage of 
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Single Item Measures

Teacher-Student relationship. One item asked students whether they “feel very close to [their] teacher” while 
another item asks students whether they agree or disagree with the statement “I am comfortable talking to  
teachers at this school.” Figure 10 shows that 66-86% of Hmong students feel very close to their teacher with  
82-87% reporting that they feel comfortable talking to teachers. The percentages are similar for Non-Hmong 
students. The percentage of students who are comfortable talking to teachers is consistent from 2017 to 2018  
for both Hmong and Non-Hmong students, but there is a stark difference across years in the percentage of  
students feeling very close to their teacher. The rate was 20 and 22 percentage points lower for Hmong and  
Non-Hmong students, respectively, in 2018 than in 2017. 

Figure 11. Percent of Hmong and Non-Hmong students who feel very close to their teacher (A) and feel comfortable talking to teachers (B)

Video games and friends. One item asked “How many hours do you spend playing video or online games on a  
normal school day?” while the other asked “Do you have any friends at your school?” In both 2017 and 2018,  
99% of Hmong students said they had a friend at school. Although still very high, the percent was slightly lower  
for Non-Hmong students at 93-97%. Non-Hmong students report slightly higher rates of playing video games  
than Hmong students and reported spending somewhat more time playing in 2018 than in 2017. In 2017, 60% of 
Non-Hmong students played video games an hour or less per day, but this dropped to 53% in 2018. For Hmong 
students, 52% and 49% of students in 2017 and 2018 said they played video games an hour or less per day.

Figure 12. Video game habits (A) and friendships at school (B) for Hmong and Non-Hmong students.
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Figure 12. Video game habits (A) and friendships at school (B) for Hmong and Non-Hmong 
students. 
 

Academics 

Scale Measures 

Perceived academic competence. Perceived academic competence in math and reading 

was adapted from the Valeski and Stipek’s (2001) Feeling About School measure. This measure 

included five items, three assessing math and two assessing reading, with five ordinal response 

options ranging from 1 = Don’t know much at all to 5 = Know a lot. Sample questions included 

“How much do you know about numbers/math?” and “How good are you at reading?” 

Homework. Students were asked to write in “How many minutes do you spend doing 

your homework every night?” 

Table 7. T-Tests for Year 1 and Year 2 Mean Values on Academic-related Scales 

  Mean     

Scale 
Min-
Max Year 1 Year 2 Difference 95% CI t df p 

Homework 
(Min/Night) 0 – 108 29.84 28.36 1.48 [-1.97, 4.93] 0.85 206 0.40 

Academic 
Competence 1 - 5 4.00 3.98 0.01 [-0.09, 0.11] 0.25 207 0.80 
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Academics

Scale Measures

Perceived academic competence. Perceived academic competence in math and reading was adapted from the 
Valeski and Stipek’s (2001) Feeling About School measure. This measure included five items, three assessing 
math and two assessing reading, with five ordinal response options ranging from 1 = Don’t know much at all to 5 
= Know a lot. Sample questions included “How much do you know about numbers/math?” and “How good are 
you at reading?”

Homework. Students were asked to write in “How many minutes do you spend doing your homework every 
night?”

Table 7. T-Tests for Year 1 and Year 2 Mean Values on Academic-related Scales

As shown in Table 7, there is no difference between Year 1 and Year 2 in students’ average minutes of 
homework per night (average 29.8 and 28.4 minutes/night, respectively) nor on their perceived academic 
competence. The HLM results demonstrate that perceived academic competence does not differ greatly 
between groups of students (Table 8); however, certain students do spend less time on homework. Students 
born in the United States, on average, spend 10.7 fewer minutes on homework per night than their foreign-
born peers. Students in School B spend 9.5 more minutes per night on homework than students in School A, 
while there is no significant difference in time spent on homework between School C and School A students. 
Based on 2018 grade, 5th and 6th grade students spend, on average, 7.9 and 15.4 minutes, respectively, more 
on homework each night than 4th grade students. This difference, contrasted with the similarity in academic 
competence, by grade is displayed in Figure 12.
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Table 8. HLM Estimates [and 95% CI] Predicting Academic Scale Scores

Figure 13. Academic competence (A) and time spent on homework (B) in 2017 and 2017 by grade.
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As shown in Table 7, there is no difference between Year 1 and Year 2 in students’ 
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Table 8. HLM Estimates [and 95% CI] Predicting Academic Scale Scores 

 Academic Competence Homework (Min/Night) 
n (students) 426 (218) 425 (218) 
Intraclass. Correlation 0.48 0.17 
Fixed Effects   
     Intercept 5.26 [3.93, 6.59]* 36.32 [1.83, 70.81]* 
     Year 2 0.14 [-0.07, 0.35] -1.04 [-7.02, 4.94] 
     Hmong -0.06 [-0.31, 0.19] -1.56 [-7.41, 4.30] 
     US Born -0.32 [-0.68, 0.05] -10.74 [-19.98, -1.50]* 
     Boy 0.03 [-0.14, 0.20] 0.41 [-3.49, 4.32] 
     Intact Family 0.05 [-0.15, 0.25] 0.91 [-4.29, 6.12] 
     Fifth Grade 0.01 [-0.26, 0.29] 7.90 [1.30, 14.50]* 
     Sixth Grade 0.15 [-0.23, 0.54] 15.36 [5.76, 24.97]* 
     School B 0.14 [-0.09, 0.36] 9.48 [4.30, 14.67]* 
     School C 0.01 [-0.22, 0.24] -1.79 [-7.18, 3.59] 
     Age -0.12 [-0.27, 0.04] -0.80 [-4.72, 3.11] 
Random Effects   
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    Intercept, τ00 0.214 16.284 
    Residual, σ2 0.264 329.974 
Model Fit   
     AIC 835 3534 
     R2 46.6% 16.2% 
*p < .05 

 

 
Figure 13. Academic competence (A) and time spent on homework (B) in 2017 and 2017 by 
grade 
 

Single Item Measures 

 Academic performance and assistance. One item asked students, “How well do you 

keep up with your schoolwork this year?” while another item asked, “Have you ever been told to 

go to summer school, work with another teacher on your reading, or stay after school for 

homework help?” For both items there is little difference in the responses from 2017 to 2018. 

The plurality of both Hmong and Non-Hmong students are current with most class work and 

approximately 50% of students have been told to seek academic assistance. 
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Single Item Measures

Academic performance and assistance. One item asked students, “How well do you keep up with your 
schoolwork this year?” while another item asked, “Have you ever been told to go to summer school, work 
with another teacher on your reading, or stay after school for homework help?” For both items there is little 
difference in the responses from 2017 to 2018. The plurality of both Hmong and Non-Hmong students are 
current with most class work and approximately 50% of students have been told to seek academic assistance.

Figure 14. Academic performance (A) and assistance (B) for Hmong and Non-Hmong students.

Fluency and Literacy

Scale Measures

Fluency and literacy. Chung, Kim, and Abreu’s (2004) measures were modified, and children were asked how 
well they could “Speak Hmong (or your parent’s home language like Spanish or Chinese)”; “Understand Hmong 
(or your parent’s home language like Spanish or Chinese)”; and “Read and write in Hmong (or your parent’s 
home language like Spanish or Chinese)” with the four ordinal response options where 1=Not at all, 2=A little bit, 
3=Quite well, and 4=Very well. The same questions were asked for English instead of their parent home language.
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Figure 14. Academic performance (A) and assistance (B) for Hmong and Non-Hmong students. 

 

Fluency and Literacy 

Scale Measures 

Fluency and literacy. Chung, Kim, and Abreu’s (2004) measures were modified, and 

children were asked how well they could “Speak Hmong (or your parent’s home language like 

Spanish or Chinese)”; “Understand Hmong (or your parent’s home language like Spanish or 

Chinese)”; and “Read and write in Hmong (or your parent’s home language like Spanish or 

Chinese)” with the four ordinal response options where 1=Not at all, 2=A little bit, 3=Quite well, 



Table 9. T-Tests for Year 1 and Year 2 Mean Values on Fluency and Literacy Scales

On average, students report no difference from Year 1 (M=3.69) to Year 2 (M=3.73) in their English fluency 
and literacy but do report a slight decrease in their fluency and literacy in their parents’ home language 
(average 2.55 to 2.44; see Table 9). Additionally, there are no differences in English fluency and literacy by 
student groups, but Hmong students report being more fluent and literate in their parents’ home language 
than Non-Hmong students (see Figure 14) and students in School A report, on average, having higher fluency 
and literacy in their parents’ home language than students in School B or in School C (Table 10). 

Table 10. HLM Estimates [and 95% CI] Predicting Fluency and Literacy Scale Scores
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and 4=Very well. The same questions were asked for English instead of their parent home 

language. 

 

Table 9. T-Tests for Year 1 and Year 2 Mean Values on Fluency and Literacy Scales 

         

Scale Min-
Max Year 1 Year 2 Difference 95% CI t df p 

Parent Home 
Language 1 - 4 2.55 2.44 0.11 [0.01, 0.21] 2.08 205 0.04 

English 1 - 4 3.69 3.73 -0.04 [-0.1, 0.02] -1.37 203 0.17 
 

On average, students report no difference from Year 1 (M=3.69) to Year 2 (M=3.73) in 

their English fluency and literacy but do report a slight decrease in their fluency and literacy in 

their parents’ home language (average 2.55 to 2.44; see Table 9). Additionally, there are no 

differences in English fluency and literacy by student groups, but Hmong students report being 

more fluent and literate in their parents’ home language than Non-Hmong students (see Figure 

14) and students in School A report, on average, having higher fluency and literacy in their 

parents’ home language than students in School B or in School C (Table 10).  
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Table 10. HLM Estimates [and 95% CI] Predicting Fluency and Literacy Scale Scores 

 Parent Home Language English 
n (students) 424 (218) 422 (218) 
Intraclass. Correlation 0.51 0.47 
Fixed Effects   
     (Intercept) 2.09 (0.70, 3.48)* 4.24 (3.50, 4.98)* 
     Year 2 -0.18 (-0.40, 0.04) 0.11 (-0.01, 0.23) 
     Hmong 0.63 (0.36, 0.90)* -0.08 (-0.23, 0.06) 
     US Born -0.34 (-0.72, 0.04) 0.01 (-0.19, 0.21) 
     Boy -0.12 (-0.30, 0.05) -0.07 (-0.16, 0.03) 
     Intact Family 0.10 (-0.11, 0.31) -0.01 (-0.13, 0.10) 
     Fifth Grade -0.20 (-0.49, 0.08) 0.06 (-0.09, 0.21) 
     Sixth Grade -0.12 (-0.52, 0.28) 0.01 (-0.20, 0.22) 
     School B -0.28 (-0.51, -0.05)* -0.01 (-0.13, 0.11) 
     School C -0.34 (-0.59, -0.10)* 0.06 (-0.07, 0.19) 
     Age 0.06 (-0.10, 0.21) -0.05 (-0.13, 0.03) 
Random Effects   
    Intercept, τ00 0.238 0.066 
    Residual, σ2 0.285 0.083 
Model Fit   
     AIC 863 357 
    R2 52.6% 46.7% 
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Figure 15. Fluency and literacy in English (A) and Parents’ Home Language (B) for Hmong (Yes) and Non-Hmong (No) students

Single Item Measures

Hmong literacy. One item asked “What does this Hmong sentence say?: ‘Kuv lub npe hu ua dej’, which  
translates to ‘My name is water.’ Just over 70% of Hmong students answer correctly across both years  
whereas only 17-23% of Non-Hmong students answer correctly; however, more Non-Hmong students  
answered correctly and at least took a guess in 2018 than 2017.
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